Appendix B

Public Scoping Meetings, and
Resource Agency and
Tribal Consultations

This Appendix includes information about public and agency scoping
meetings and agency and Tribal consultations regarding the proposed
expansion of HOODS, including:

e Scoping meeting comments

¢ Informal ESA consultation with USFWS

e Informal ESA, MMPA, and EFH consultations with NMFS
e Coordination with potentially affected tribes

This appendix is available for download via www.regulations.gov (Docket ID
No. EPA-R09-OW-2020-0188) and at: https://www.epa.gov/ocean-
dumping/humboldt-open-ocean-disposal-site-hoods-documents.
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Public and agency scoping meetings comments
August 2019

EPA and USACE held three separate public scoping meeting sessions at the
Humboldt Bay Aquatic Center in Eureka, California, on August 5, 2019.

EPA and USACE also met with representatives from the Arcata offices of the
USFWS, NOAA, and NMFS on August 6, 2019.

Finally, EPA and USACE gave an informational presentation at the
California Coastal Commission’s hearing at the Wharfinger Building
in Eureka on August 8, 2019.

The materials presented at the public and agency scoping meetings are available on line at:

https://www.epa.gov/ocean-dumping/humboldt-open-ocean-disposal-site-hoods-
documents
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For Immediate Release: July 22, 2019
Media Contact: Soledad Calvino, 415-972-3512, calvino.maria@epa.gov

U.S. EPA to Host Public Meeting for Proposed Expansion of the Ocean
Disposal Site for Humboldt Bay

Eureka, Calif. — The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) will be holding a public meeting to present alternatives for expanding the boundaries of the existing
Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS), which is nearing full capacity. Representatives from the EPA
and USACE will be available to answer questions and share information.

The meeting will take place on Monday August 5, 2019, at the Humboldt Bay Aquatic Center, Room 203,
on 921 Waterfront Drive, Eureka. There will be three identical sessions, which will include a presentation and
an opportunity to give early input:

e 10-11:30 a.m.

e 2:30-4:30 p.m.

e 7:00-8:30 p.m.

The purpose of the meeting sessions is to provide the community with information about the HOODS, the
alternatives being considered for expanding its boundaries, and potential future options for placing clean
dredged sand nearshore. The meeting attendees will have an opportunity to talk one-on-one with EPA and
USACE about HOODS and related issues. EPA is in the process of preparing an environmental assessment
regarding the expansion. Once this assessment is completed there will be formal public comment opportunities
prior to a final decision concerning the proposed expansion. A final decision is expected in 2020.

Background

The HOODS was established as a permanent ocean dredged material disposal site in 1995 for Humboldt Bay
and the north coast of California. To maintain safe navigation for recreational and commercial vessels,
approximately 1 million cubic yards of clean sediment is dredged from Humboldt Bay each year. To date over
25 million cubic yards of clean sediment has been successfully disposed at HOODS without any significant
adverse environmental impacts.

To learn more about HOODS, please visit: https://www.epa.gov/ocean-dumping/humboldt-open-ocean-
disposal-site-hoods-documents

For additional information about EPA Region 9’s Ocean Dumping Program, please visit:
https://lwww.epa.gov/ocean-dumping/managing-ocean-dumping-epa-region-9

Learn more about EPA’s Pacific Southwest Region. Connect with us on Facebook and on Twitter.

Hi#
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August 5,2019 Scoping Comments Received at EPA-USACE Public Meetings,

Humboldt Bay Aquatic Center, Eureka, CA

10 - 11:30 a.m. meeting (18 attendees)

What is the contingency behind contamination?

How many other dumping sites are also reaching their maximum?

Will the EA cover only expansion or will it also cover dredging impacts and studies?

There are many channels that are being dredged that are more silt and not sand - would those
materials still be used for the nearshore beach option?

Is there any potential to do a nearshore pilot project near the south (Eel Riverspecifically)?
Winds and waves are coming from the Northwest - is this part of what EPA is looking at? That
this will help drive it back into the bay. The configuration of the channel to the north is
completely different from this one here.

In this scope, you are giving us one idea - and that is expansion. To analyze a whole suit of
alternatives seems prudent at this time as we have so many other areas that would benefit from
nearshore beach nourishment, etc. Levies are in disrepair and could be an alternative. We need
to plan for long term - just expansion seems nearsighted.

How does the East coast deal with nearshore issues and disposal sites that are reachingcapacity?

2:30 - 4:30 p.m. meeting (2 attendees)

Is anyone researching if any of the sand and sediment is coming from the North?

In Santa Barbara - there are beaches where they are placing dredged material (dirty materials)
that over time are becoming white sandy beaches - to build up their beach againsterosion

The Army Corp could be using the dredged sand into the nearshore rather thanHOODS

One of the major concerns that I (previous City Council member) have is that because this bay is
smaller, and does NOT have the larger traffic/economy base - there is always a concern that
Army Corp will have to spend their dredging budgets largely elsewhere - causing concern for
safety of the fisherman and others trying to use the harbor.

Is it any harder to get the Corp to drop the sand at the nearshore placement as opposed to the
HOODS site?

Is there any chance Army Corp will do any preventative sand traps at the entrance channel?
Why are we not able to dredge more of the material? Who is deciding where we dredgeless or
more and how much each area can expect?

How did the president’s budget of 3.9 end up at 10 million?

Do have a concern of not knowing what expansion will do to fishing and wave action-
especially in the nearshore

How does the nearshore dispersion differ than the HOODS dumping?

If the nearshore demonstration site were to occur like in Oregon - would there need to be
studies beforehand or would you be able to use that data or information - or how much would
these things cost the Corp?

7 - 8:30 p.m. meeting (2 attendees)

If you were able to implement the nearshore disposal site - would that extend the life of HOODS
and by how much?

Onshore disposal at the Humboldt recreation area - by the old pulp mill (remediationsite)
Beneficial uses are preferred (nearshore disposal)
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e What is the amount of time the dredge vessels are doing each task (dredging, transportation,
dumping, etc.)?

e Anything that could be done to deposit this material into an optimized location where it has a
permanent place - such as the onshore disposal option?

e Whatresearch and calculations are there to show what type of dispersion or accumulation or
transportation will result from the nearshore disposal?

e There are a number of diffusers already in place close to the nearshore location - and there are
quite a few more that may also be planned in the nearfuture

Public Meeting Attendees
(Not all attendees signed in)

Name E-Mail
Diane Ashta dianeehkabishastha@gmail.com
Brandon Stevens brandon.stevens@waterboards.ca.gov

Margaret Herbelin

mcherbelin@gmail.com

Joan & Ted Romo humboldtred@rocketmail.como
Mark Longholz mxmc@chevron.com

Mary Ann Madej soilsaver@hotmail.com

Kura Roblek kurt_roblek@fws.gov

Emily Allee emily.a@twc-ca.org

Charlie Helus charlie@ccharbor.org

Alec Ziegler aziegler@pacaff.com

Larry Oetker loetker@humboldtbay.org

Pete Jacksen

pjacksen@greendiamond.com

Tom Marking tmmarking@sbcglobal.net
Travis Schneider tschneider@pacaff.com
Marian Brady mbdesign@suddenlink.net
Mike Foget mgoget@shn-engr.com
Brad Wilson brad.wilson.pe@gmail.com
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August 6,2019 Agency meeting with NOAA, USFWS, and NMFS

NMFS Office, Arcata, CA

1:30 - 3:30 p.m. (CDFW via conference line)

Would want to think more about the trade-off between option 1 & 2 - initial thoughts is
alternative 1 would be better because it would be able to spread out thedisturbance

Ideally we would definitely be interested in the nearshore so there would be less demand for use
of HOODS - however, would need to know more trade-off information regarding the logistics of
the nearshore option and continued full use of HOODS

Do we have a firm idea of how long the life of HOODS would be when the nearshore alternative is
also used concurrently?

Both of these options are outside of any known sensitive aquatic areas or habitats

What about the contamination loads if there will be further dredging with additional HOODS
capacity?

How will the nearshore sediment disposal interact with the HOODS disposal site in the EA?

The Columbia demonstration site has armored that area near the end of the jetty where the
nearshore sand disposal is occurring - is there a way to differentiate where the sand is
interacting and where it is the armored shoreline that is interacting regarding erosion and such
in that area — and how would that relate to the nearshore site near the HOODS site?

Was Crescent City dredged material also considered or just the Humboldt federalchannels?

As part of the alternatives did you look at creating a new site?

Are the upcoming Jetty repairs something thatshould or have been considered regarding if the
repairs will help with the sediment deposits and where dredging will be needed in the future?

In terms of areas to consider for nearshore disposal you are pretty fixed in where you are able to
consider due to distance and other constraints

Diverting to the nearshore site would be cheaper to the Corp and EPA in extending the life of the
HOODS

Climate factors and changes over time — FWS has some properties north of the nearshore area
and we are seeing significant scour of the dunes

Info regarding consultations - starting soon

Concerns about sediment and contaminant pathways regarding species

3 potential turtle species in that area, as well as whales - main concerns will be EFH for ground
fish, and critical habitat

Wants to look for whether there are similar consultations out of the Santa Rosa office, to help
facilitate consultation for this project

Matt Goldsworthy - Will be the lead from NOAA (along with Jeff Jahn who will help to sort out
internally who from NOAA will be the lead)

Becky Ota, and Arn Aarrberg from California Department of Fish and Wildlife — no initial
concerns

Need to get the fisherman plugged in soon

Agency Attendees  Susie Tharratt (USFWS)

Jeff Jahn (NOAA)

Liisa Schmoele (USFWS)
Dan Friez (NMFS)

Becky Ota (CDFW) (phone)
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August 8,2019 California Coastal Commissioncomments
Wharfinger Building, Eureka, CA

e  Why is the limit 130 feet - not 100 feet?

e With regards to both HOODS and the nearshore - they are about the same distance from the
entrance - why was this distance a requirement - is there any way we could be reducing the
impacts from these distances regarding fuel usage and transportation pollution?

¢ In the past there was talk about using the outfall pipe for disposal of dredged materials from the
marina - is that still an option?

e Not concerned about the logistics - more wonder if the outfall location was beingconsidered

e Army Corp is not the only user of the HOODS site - so alternative areas and option for dumped
dredged materials need to be considered that incorporate other interested parties outside of
Army Corp
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Informal ESA consultation with USFWS
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From: Ross, Brian

Sent: Thursday, December 5, 2019 9:35 AM

To: Dan_Everson@FWS.gov

Cc: Jennifer_L_Norris@FWS.gov; Susie Tharratt (susie_tharratt@fws.gov)
<susie_tharratt@fws.gov>; Tessa Beach (Tessa.E.Bernhardt@usace.army.mil)
<Tessa.E.Bernhardt@usace.army.mil>

Subject: EPA consultation package to FWS re HOODS expansion - 08EACT00-2019-SLI-0503

Please view in HTML format
Hello Mr Everson,

EPA is pleased to provide the attached ESA consultation package concerning our proposed expansion
of the existing Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) offshore of Eureka, California. This
package includes our cover letter and assessment, plus an enclosure that lists best management
practices for disposal at HOODS (these practices are applied as enforceable, mandatory conditions on
any entity disposing of suitable sediment at HOODS). The original of this package is being mailed to
you today. Note that this package is supplemented by the detailed Project Description provided to
your staff earlier this year (email dated March 27, 2019 to Susie Tharratt).

As discussed in the attachment, EPA believes that the proposed expansion of HOODS will have:
e no effect on Fisher, northern spotted owl, western snowy plover, yellow-billed cuckoo,
tidewater goby, or green see turtles; and
e may affect but is unlikely to adversely affect marbled murrelet and short-tailed albatross.

We wish to express out thanks to your staff for their technical assistance to date as we prepared this
consultation, including their willing to meet with us in Arcata earlier this year and their informal
review of the draft package. We recognize that this final package is coming to your office near the
holidays. Please note that we do NOT need or expect an expedited review, as we are still preparing
the final Environmental Assessment and proposed rule packages to support this action. We plan to
have the proposed rule out for public comment by early summer, 2020.

Thank you in advance for your review, and we look forward to continuing to work closely with your
office on this matter. Please contact me directly if you should have any questions, or desire additional
information about our assessment.

Brian D. Ross

Dredging & Sediment Management Team

US EPA Region 9 (WTR-2-4)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3475

Note: EPA cannot receive attachments larger than 20 MB.
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Informal ESA, MMPA, and EFH consultations with NMFS
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From: Ross, Brian

Sent: Wednesday, November 13,2019 4:01 PM

To: Matt Goldsworthy - NOAA Federal <matt.goldsworthy@noaa.gov>

Cc: Ziegler, Sam <Ziegler.Sam@epa.gov>; Tessa Beach (Tessa.E.Bernhardt@usace.army.mil)
<Tessa.E.Bernhardt@usace.army.mil>

Subject: EPA consultation package for HOODS expansion

Please view in HTML format
Hello Matt,

EPA is pleased to provide the attached combined ESA and EFH consultation package concerning our
proposed expansion of the existing Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) offshore of
Eureka, California. This package includes our cover letter and assessment, plus an enclosure that lists
best management practices for disposal at HOODS (these practices are applied as enforceable,
mandatory conditions on any entity disposing of suitable sediment at HOODS). The original of this
package is being mailed today. Note that this package is supplemented by the detailed Project
Description provided to you earlier this year (email dated March 28, 2019).

As discussed in the attachment, EPA believes that the proposed expansion of HOODS will have:
e no effect on EFH:
¢ no effect on ESA-listed or MMPA-managed cetacean, pinniped, or turtle species; and
e may affect but is unlikely to adversely affect ESA-listed anadromous species.

Please contact me directly if you should have any questions, or desire additional information about
our assessment. Thank you in advance for your review, and we look forward to continuing to work
closely with your office on this matter.

Brian D. Ross

Dredging & Sediment Management Team
US EPA Region 9 (WTR-2-4)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3475

Note: EPA cannot receive attachments larger than 20 MB.
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On Thu, Dec 12,2019 at 3:01 PM Ross, Brian <Ross.Brian@epa.gov> wrote:
Hello Matt,

This is in response to your question (below) about the distance turbidity might extend (area
temporarily affected) following a disposal event at HOODS. As outlined below we have taken a
conservative approach for the present based on consideration of dredged material plume monitoring
studies from San Francisco Bay. We believe that the likelihood of significant turbidity-related
impacts at HOODS is small enough that such an approach to estimating a worst-case disposal plume
should be sufficient. There is a computer model that we could ask USACE to run if you feel it is
necessary to generate a more precise, site-specific estimate of dispersion and settling of sediments
specific to Humboldt Bay. However that would take a bit of time to arrange, and we don’t expect it
would change our conclusions.

Turbidity Estimation

HOODS is relatively shallow at 120-200 feet, and at these depths fine sediment dumped at HOODS
from a scow or hopper dredge descends as a mass and hits the bottom with some momentum. That
momentum then continues laterally near the bottom, carrying fines with it for some distance before
the momentum dissipates and the fines can settle. Thus the suspended sediment plume would be
substantially larger near the bottom than at the surface. (Also, the point of release from the USACE
hopper dredge Essayons starts at about 35 feet below the surface to begin with.) Therefore the worst
case for potential turbidity-related impacts would be to organisms occurring near the bottom, rather
than those living in surface waters.

Two plume monitoring studies have been successfully conducted in San Francisco Bay under the
LTMS program (both used acoustic tracking techniques calibrated with suspended sediment sampling,
and both involved dredged material comprised of about 90% fines, which is much finer than typical
Humboldt Bay dredged material). The first study monitored a mechanical “knockdown” project in
the Redwood City channel (USACE and Weston, 2005, attached). This project disturbed (knocked
down and spread) approximately 3,000 cy of sediment (roughly equal to a scow or hopper dredge
dump) in high spots on the bottom but did not bring the sediment to the surface and place it in

scows. In this regard the results are most relevant to near-bottom plume spreading following disposal
at HOODS. This study found suspended sediment concentrations of at least 600 mg/L (~175 NTU)
immediately adjacent to the dredging equipment, but that it had dissipated to less than 200 mg/L (~60
NTU) within 5-6 minutes, and to 100 mg/L (~40 NTU) within 7-9 minutes. “Residual” plumes of 50
mg/L (~20 NTU) lasted for 13 minutes or more but could not be distinguished from local background
after that. Depending on the tidal current velocities at the time of each survey transect, plume
concentrations dissipated to background within 50-200 m on this project.

A second plume monitoring survey was conducted by USACE in the Port of Oakland channel (Clarke
et al., 2005, attached). In this case the study monitored dredging with a closed clamshell bucket
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repeatedly impacting the bottom. Closed buckets minimize suspended sediment release in the water
column and resulted in the greatest plume concentrations near the bottom. So this study is again most
relevant to near-bottom plume spreading following disposal at HOODS. In this case, suspended
sediment concentrations exceeding 275 mg/L were measured only in immediate proximity to the
dredging, and concentrations greater than 100 mg/L were observed only in relatively small pockets of
water that dispersed along the bottom. Acoustic signatures generally decayed to background
concentrations of 25-50 mg/L (similar to Redwood City project background) within 200-400 m.

Of course, these studies were conducted under conditions that differed from those at HOODS in some
important ways. First, water depths were shallower than at HOODS. However, the study results still
provide an indication of potential spread and movement of suspended sediments that are near the
bottom, where plumes from sediments disposed at HOODS will be of greatest extent as noted

above. Second, the sediment in the plume tracking studies was substantially finer than even the
siltiest projects typically disposed at HOODS. Therefore the concentration of suspended fines in the
monitored plumes, and their subsequent aerial spread before dissipating to background, was likely
greater than would occur at HOODS. Third, as noted above only 2-10% of the total volume disposed
at HOODS is sediment that includes any appreciable percentage of fines, and these projects are still
somewhat sandy, with 30-70% fines. So considering potential turbidity as if it came only from fines
disposal would substantially over-estimate the actual turbidity climate associated with HOODS
disposal operations. Fourth, the surface current velocities at HOODS (which can vary seasonally from
0.5 to 2 knots, or 25 to 100 cm/sec) are often greater than the weak currents (roughly 0.5 knot, 25
cm/sec) encountered during the tracking studies. However, velocities near the bottom at HOODS are
actually similarly weak (0.3-0.4 knots or 15-20 cm/sec), so the extent of spreading in the monitoring
studies is considered reasonably representative of what would occur at HOODS. Finally, the Oakland
monitoring study tracked plumes generated by dredging with a clamshell bucket that repeatedly
impacted the bottom, as opposed to coming from a single dump. However, that study documented the
distance and time over which dislodged sediments remained suspended, and so is considered relevant.

Based on these considerations, we believe that the plume tracking results discussed can be used to
make a conservative estimate of the potential extent of near-bottom plumes that may occur at
HOODS. Specifically, we estimate that a worst-case disposal event at HOODS would result in a
plume that is minimal at the surface, but that would spread upon encountering the seafloor to affect up
to 400 m (1,300 feet) downcurrent and up to 200 m (650 feet) perpendicular to the current in each
direction (ie, a circular area of 1,327,000 sq ft). This area is equivalent to 1.3 of the 36 existing
HOODS disposal cells or 3.7% of the overall area of the existing site.

Conclusion

Even though some fines may travel beyond the site boundary, turbidity should return to background
levels well within the site boundary for internal dump locations, or near it for dumps occurring closer
to the site boundary. (Recall that, as currently managed, HOODS includes a “no dump” buffer around
the edges of the site. The buffer cells are 500-1000 feet wide, so even a worst-case plume from a
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disposal event close to the site boundary would extend only up to 300-800 feet outside of the site
before dissipating to background.) Individual worst-case disposal events would result in some
increased near-bottom turbidity over at most 3.7 % of the existing site (equivalent to 1.3 of the 36
existing disposal cells) or, if site expansion Alternative 1 is selected (expansion by an additional
nautical mile to the west and north), slightly less than 1% of the expanded site. Note that while
turbidity within this area could be elevated above background, it would be substantially elevated only
near the center of the area and would be only slightly above background over most of the area. In
addition, as discussed elsewhere 90% or more of all disposals at HOODS consist of clean entrance
channel sand that includes very little in the way of fines. Thus the vast majority of disposal events
will have turbidity effects that are much smaller than the conservative estimate presented

here. Finally, since (based on the monitoring studies) the elevated turbidity from worst-case disposals
would last for only approximately 15 minutes before dissipating to background concentrations, and
since disposal events at HOODS generally occur no more frequently than every 2 hours, there would
be no cumulative turbidity impact at the site over time.

Please let me know at your convenience whether this conservative approach to estimating potential
turbidity at HOODS is sufficient for you to continue with your analysis, or if you have any additional
questions. We appreciate working closely with your office on this matter!

Brian D. Ross

Dredging & Sediment Management Team
US EPA Region 9 (WTR-2-4)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3475

Note: EPA cannot receive attachments larger than 20 MB.

From: Matt Goldsworthy - NOAA Federal <matt.goldsworthy@noaa.gov>

Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 9:14 AM

To: Ross, Brian <Ross.Brian@epa.gov>; Jeffrey Jahn <jeffrey.jahn@noaa.gov>

Cc: Ziegler, Sam <Ziegler.Sam@epa.gov>; Tessa Beach (Tessa.E.Bernhardt@usace.army.mil)
<Tessa.E.Bernhardt@usace.army.mil>

Subject: Re: EPA consultation package for HOODS expansion

Good Morning Brian: My apologies for the delay. I have reviewed the request and found one item
in need of clarification before we can proceed (email response clarifying is fine): please confirm
the estimated distance that suspended sediments (turbidity) might travel after a disposal event
to define the area where effects of the project are expected to occur. I recognize all effects are
expected to be confined to the (new) HOODS footprint, but we need to evaluate the spatial
extent of turbidity for each disposal event (which is a much smaller area than the HOODS
footprint). Upon clarification, we will be able to complete consultation rather quickly.

Thanks, Matt
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December 20, 2019 Refer to NMFS No: WCRO-2019-03626

Ms. Ellen Blake

Assistant Director, Water Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105

Re: Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Concurrence Letter and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response for the Expansion of the Existing
Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS), located offshore of Eureka, Humboldt County,
California

Dear Ms. Blake:

On November 18, 2019, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received your request
for written concurrence that the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) proposed
expansion of the existing Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) pursuant to the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (U.S.C. 1401 et seq., 1972) is not likely to adversely affect
(NLAA) species listed as threatened or endangered or critical habitats designated under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). This response to your request was prepared by NMFS pursuant to
section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, implementing regulations at 50 CFR 402, and agency guidance for
preparation of letters of concurrence.

NMFS also reviewed the proposed action for potential effects on essential fish habitat (EFH)
designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA),
including conservation measures and any determination you made regarding the potential effects of
the action. This review was pursuant to section 305(b) of the MSA, implementing regulations at 50
CFR 600.920, and agency guidance for use of the ESA consultation process to complete EFH
consultation.

This letter underwent pre-dissemination review using standards for utility, integrity, and objectivity
in compliance with applicable guidelines issued under the Data Quality Act (section 515 of the
Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001, Public Law 106-554).
A complete record of this consultation is on file at the Northern California Office in Arcata,
California.

Proposed Action and Action Area

Annual dredging of the federal navigation channels and other permitted shipping facilities serving
Humboldt Bay and other nearby areas (including Crescent City Harbor) is necessary to maintain safe
navigation to and from the Bay. An average of about 1 million cubic yards (cy) of accumulated
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sediment is dredged each year, the vast majority by the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps). The continued availability of an ocean disposal site in the vicinity of Humboldt Bay is
crucial to the maritime-related economy of the region. HOODS is nearing capacity and expansion is
needed to allow USEPA and other stakeholders to continue to manage dredged material disposal in a
manner that avoids any significant effect on wave behavior and safe navigation in the vicinity of the
Humboldt Harbor entrance channel, while minimizing any adverse impact to marine species,
habitats, and human uses of the ocean.

USEPA is evaluating expanding the existing HOODS boundary by either 1/2 nautical mile to the
north and west, or by one nautical mile to the north and west. Use of HOODS would continue to be
for disposal of suitable, non-toxic sediment dredged by the Corps from the federally authorized
navigation channels in Humboldt Bay, as well as for disposal of suitable, non-toxic dredged
sediment from other permitted navigation dredging projects in the area. Disposal would also
continue to occur under the terms of a Site Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP) that sets forth
Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the form of enforceable permit conditions, as well as site
monitoring requirements and contingency actions if adverse impacts are identified. Expansion of
HOODS would not increase the need for dredging in Humboldt Bay or the surrounding area, nor is it
expected that the amount of disposal activity would increase from what has occurred since HOODS
was designated in 1995.

The USEPA proposes to require the following conditions on applicants when disposing at HOODS:

. All disposal operations at the HOODS shall be conducted in accordance with the most
recent update of the SMMP
. Dredged material shall not be leaked or spilled from disposal vessels during transit to the

HOODS. Transportation of dredged material to the HOODS shall only be allowed when
weather and sea state conditions will not interfere with safe transportation and will not
create risk of spillage, leak or other loss of dredged material in transit to the HOODS. No
disposal vessel trips shall be initiated when the National Weather Service has issued a
gale warning for local waters during the time period necessary to complete dumping
operations, or when wave heights are 16 feet or greater

. No more than one disposal vessel may be present within the HOODS at any time

. Disposal is limited to only those cells deemed open by USEPA, which are limited to only
the northeast and northwest slopes where depths are less than 130 feet

. The disposal vessel must have a disposal tracking system, and the system must be
operational before any individual disposal trip to HOODS is initiated

. A post-disposal bathymetric survey of the HOODS, extending at least 500 feet outside

the site boundaries in all directions, shall be conducted within 60 days of completion of
disposal operations

The action area includes the existing footprint of HOODS and includes the largest (one mile)
expansion footprint being proposed by the USEPA, as well as 800 feet beyond the proposed HOODS
extension boundaries where turbidity is expected to occur during disposal events. The turbidity is
expected to be minimal along the surface of the water, but spread out furthest along the seafloor.



Action Agency’s Effects Determination

Available information indicates the following listed species (Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESU)
or Distinct Population Segments [DPS]) under the jurisdiction of NMFS may be affected by the
proposed project:

Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast (SONCC) coho salmon ESU

(Oncorhyncus kisutch)

Threatened (70 FR 37160; June 28, 2005)
California Coastal (CC) Chinook salmon ESU

(O. tshawytscha)

Threatened (70 FR 37160; June 28, 2005)
Northern California (NC) steelhead DPS

(O. mykiss)

Threatened (71 FR 834; January 5, 2006)
North American green sturgeon Southern DPS

(Acipenser medirostris)

Threatened (71 FR 17757; April 7, 2006)

Critical habitat (74 FR 52300; October 9, 2009);
Pacific eulachon Southern DPS

(Thaleichthys pacificus)

Threatened (75 FR 13012; March 18, 2010)

The USEPA determined the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect SONCC coho
salmon, CC Chinook salmon, NC steelhead, Southern DPS (SDPS) green sturgeon, and SDPS
Pacific eulachon individuals. The USEPA rationale for their determinations include the effects being
temporary and minor in nature, with the expansion of HOODS being primarily a ministerial action
and disposal events which produce minor turbidity that returns to baseline conditions within 15
minutes. The action area overlaps with the designated critical habitat for SDPS green sturgeon, and
USEPA determined the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect SDPS green sturgeon
critical habitat. The USEPA determined there would be no effect to the critical habitat of SONCC
coho salmon, CC Chinook salmon, NC steelhead, or SDPS Pacific eulachon because designated
critical habitat for those species is not located near the action area. The USEPA also determined the
Project will have no effect on EFH or species managed under the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan (FMP), Pacific Salmon FMP, and Coastal Pelagic Species FMP.

Life History of Listed Species and Use of HOODS
SONCC Coho Salmon Life History and Use of HOODS

Coho salmon have a generally simple 3-year life history. The adults typically migrate from the ocean
towards their freshwater spawning grounds in late summer and fall, and spawn by mid-winter.
Adults die after spawning. The eggs are buried in nests, called redds, in the rivers and streams where
the adults spawn. The eggs incubate in the gravel until fish hatch and emerge from the gravel the
following spring as fry. These 0+ age fish typically rear in freshwater for about 15 months before
migrating to the ocean. The juveniles go through a physiological change during the transition from
fresh to salt water called smoltification. Coho salmon typically rear in the ocean for two growing
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seasons, returning to their natal streams as 3-year old fish to renew the cycle. Both juvenile and adult
SONCC coho salmon are expected to be present at HOODS during the marine phases of their life.

CC Chinook Salmon Life History and Use of HOODS

The CC Chinook salmon ESU are typically fall spawners, entering their natal streams in the early
fall. The adults tend to spawn in the mainstem or larger tributaries of rivers. As with the other
anadromous salmon, the eggs are deposited in redds for incubation. When the 0+ age fish emerge
from the gravel in the spring, they typically migrate to saltwater shortly after emergence. Therefore,
Chinook salmon typically enter the estuary as smaller fish compared to coho salmon. Chinook
salmon are typically present in the stream-estuary ecotone from early May to early September, with
peak abundance in June/July (Wallace and Allen 2007). Similar to coho salmon, prey resources
during out-migration is critical to Chinook salmon survival as they grow and move out to the open
ocean. A study by MacFarlane (2010) indicated that juvenile Chinook salmon require less prey inthe
estuary, equivalent to one northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax) per day, compared to a range of one
to four anchovies needed per day in the ocean. Both juvenile and adult CC Chinook salmon are
expected to be present at HOODS during the marine phases of their life. Juvenile CC Chinook are
expected to be closely associated with the bottom, while adults may be present anywhere in the
water column.

NC Steelhead Life History and Use of HOODS

Steelhead exhibit the most complex suite of life history strategies of any salmonid species. They
have both anadromous and resident freshwater life histories that can be expressed by individuals in
the same watershed. The anadromous fish generally return to freshwater to spawn as 4 or 5 year old
adults. Unlike other Pacific salmon, steelhead can survive spawning and return to the ocean only to
return to spawn in a future year. It is rare for steelhead to survive more than two spawning cycles.
Steelhead typically spawn between December and May. Like other Pacific salmon, the steelhead
female deposits her eggs in a redd for incubation. The 0+ age fish emerge from the gravel to begin
their freshwater life stage and can rear in their natal stream for 1 to 4 years before migrating to the
ocean.

Steelhead have a similar life history as noted above for coho salmon, in the sense that they rear in
freshwater for an extended period before migrating to saltwater. As such, they enter the estuary as
larger fish (mean size of about 170 to 180 mm or 6.5 to 7.0 inches) and are, therefore, more oriented
to deeper water channels in contrast to Chinook salmon that typically enter the estuary as 0+ fish.
The CDFW data indicate that steelhead smolts generally migrate downstream toward the estuary
between March 1 and July 1 each year, although they have been observed as late as September
(Ricker et al. 2014). The peak of the outmigration timing varies from year to year within this range,
and generally falls between early April and mid-May. CDFW estimated 80% to 90% of steelhead
trout smolts originated from the stream-estuary ecotone of Freshwater Creek in 2007 and 2008
(Wallace et al. 2015). Both juvenile and adult NC steelhead are expected to be briefly present at
HOODS during the marine phases of their life.
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Southern DPS Green Sturgeon Life History and Use of HOODS

Southern DPS green sturgeon inhabit estuaries along the west coast during the summer and fall
months (Moser and Lindley 2007) and are known to use the North Humboldt Bay heavily
(Goldsworthy et. al. 2016, Pinnix 2008). Juvenile Southern DPS green sturgeon rear in their natal
streams in California’s Central Valley, so only sub-adult and adult SDPS green sturgeon are present
in the marine environment offshore of Humboldt Bay and are the only life stages of SDPS green
sturgeon that could be exposed to the effects of the Project. Sub-adults range from 65-150 cm total
length from first ocean entry to size at sexual maturity. Sexually mature adults range from 150-250
cm total length.

Huff et al. (2011) found that green sturgeon off the Oregon coast spend a longer duration of time in
areas with high seafloor complexity, especially around boulders. The seafloor complexity at HOODS
likely provides preferred habitat for SDPS green sturgeon and green sturgeon have been observed
and captured near HOODS. In 2017, a green sturgeon was captured in a crab trap offshore of
Humboldt Bay (Goldsworthy 2017). SDPS green sturgeon are expected to frequent HOODS and the
bathymetric anomalies created by disposal events likely provide preferred habitat conditions.

Southern DPS Pacific Eulachon Life History and Use of HOODS

Eulachon begin migration during January in small numbers (Young 1984) and the peak spawning
migration occurs between March and April (Larson and Belchik 1998). The only reported
commercial catch of Eulachon in northern California occurred in 1963 when a combined total of
56,000 pounds was landed from the Klamath River, the Mad River, and Redwood Creek (Odemar
1964). Since 1963, the run size has declined to the point that only a few individual fish have been
caught in recent years. However, in January 2007, six Eulachon were reportedly caught by tribal
fishers on the Klamath River. Another seven Eulachon were captured between January and April of
2011 at the mouth of the Klamath River (McCovey 2011). Eulachon use of HOODS is expected to
be very low, given the depths at HOODS are marginal for eulachon.

Consultation History

On November 18, 2019, NMFS received an initiation package from the USEPA to initiate informal
consultation and requested NMFS concurrence that the Project, as proposed, is not likely to
adversely affect SONCC coho salmon, CC Chinook salmon, NC steelhead, SDPS green sturgeon,
SDPS Pacific eulachon, or their designated critical habitats. The USEPA also determined the Project
would have no effect on species managed under the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management
Plan (FMP), Pacific Salmon FMP, or Coastal Pelagic Species FMP.

On December 2, 2019, NMFS requested clarification from the USEPA via email, to clarify the
expected distance of the effects of the action. On December 12, 2019, the USEPA responded that
turbidity is expected to travel as far as 800 feet from the boundary of HOODS, yet occur primarily
along the seafloor for as long as 15 minutes per disposal episode. On December 12, 2019, NMFS
initiated informal consultation.
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ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
Effects of the Action

Under the ESA, “effects of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the listed
species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or
interdependent with that action (50 CFR 402.02). The applicable standard to find that a proposed
action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat is that all of the effects of the
action are expected to be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial. Beneficial effects are
contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species or critical habitat.
Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the scale where take
occurs. Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur.

The primary potential effect of the Project upon listed individuals includes a temporary increase in
turbidity during disposal events. The USEPA estimates that turbidity will be temporary and minor in
nature, returning to baseline conditions within 15 minutes of disposal. The anticipated size of the
turbidity plume represents about 3% of the action area, leaving significant areas undisturbed for all
listed species to use if the turbidity startles and disperses individuals. Most likely, most individuals
might be attracted to the disturbance and temporary availability of prey items in the water column as
dredged materials settle to the seafloor. No reductions in fitness are expected. Therefore, NMFS
expects the effects to SONCC coho salmon, CC Chinook, NC steelhead, SDPS green sturgeon, and
SDPS Pacific eulachon to be insignificant.

The primary potential effects of the Project on critical habitat designated for SDPS green sturgeon
include a temporary increase in turbidity, and the possibility of continued mounding and changes to
make the bathymetry of the seafloor more complex. As previously stated, Huff et al. (2011) found
that seafloor complexity contributes to an increase in use and occupancy by green sturgeon
individuals. NMFS expects that the expansion and continued changes to the bathymetry of the
seafloor within the action area will not reduce the quantity or quality of designated critical habitat.
Therefore, NMFS believes the effects of the Project are insignificant to the critical habitat designated
for SDPS green sturgeon.

Conclusion

Based on this analysis, NMFS concurs with the USEPA that the proposed action may affect, but is
not likely to adversely affect SONCC coho salmon, CC Chinook salmon, NC steelhead, SDPS green
sturgeon, SDPS Pacific eulachon or the designated critical habitat for SDPS green sturgeon.

Reinitiation of Consultation

Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by USEPA or by NMFS, where
discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or is authorized by
law and (1) new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical
habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered; (2) the identified action is
subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that
was not considered in this concurrence letter; or if (3) a new species is listed or critical habitat
designated that may be affected by the identified action (50 CFR 402.16). This concludes the ESA
portion of this consultation.



MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT

Under the MSA, this consultation is intended to promote the protection, conservation and
enhancement of EFH as necessary to support sustainable fisheries and the managed species’
contribution to a healthy ecosystem. For the purposes of the MSA, EFH means “those waters and
substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity”, and includes the
associated physical, chemical, and biological properties that are used by fish (50 CFR 600.10), and
“adverse effect” means any impact which reduces either the quality or quantity of EFH (50 CFR
600.910(a)). Adverse effects may include direct, indirect, site-specific or habitat-wide impacts,
including individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions.

This analysis is based, in part, on the EFH assessment provided by the USEPA and descriptions of
EFH for Pacific Coast Groundfish (PFMC 2014), Coastal Pelagic Species (PFMC 1998), and Pacific
Coast Salmon (PFMC 1999) contained in the FMPs developed by the Pacific Fishery Management
Council and approved by the Secretary of Commerce. The Pacific Coast Groundfish EFH includes
all waters from the mean high water line, and the upriver extent of saltwater intrusion in river
mouths, along the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California seaward to the boundary of the EEZ
(PFMC 2014). The east-west geographic boundary of Coastal Pelagic EFH is defined to be all
marine and estuarine waters from the shoreline along the coasts of California, Oregon, and
Washington offshore to the limits of the EEZ and above the thermocline where sea surface
temperatures range between 10°C and 26°C. The southern extent of EFH for Coastal Pelagics is the
United States-Mexico maritime boundary. The northern boundary of the range of Coastal Pelagics is
the position of the 10°C isotherm, which varies both seasonally and annually (PFMC 1998). In
estuarine and marine areas, Pacific Coast Salmon EFH extends from the nearshore and tidal
submerged environments within state territorial waters out to the full extent (200 miles) of the U.S.
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) offshore of Washington, Oregon, and California north of Point
Conception to the Canadian border (PFMC 1999). Thus, the proposed Project occurs within EFH for
various Federally-managed species in the Pacific Coast Salmon, Pacific Groundfish, and Coastal
Pelagics FMPs.

Adverse Effects on Essential Fish Habitat

NMFS determined the proposed action would adversely affect EFH for Pacific Coast Groundfish,
Coastal Pelagic Species, and Pacific Coast Salmon Fishery Management Plans as follows:

. Temporarily degraded water quality within the action area due to the turbidity caused by
suspended sediment
. Disposed materials may displace, bury or suffocate epi-benthic and infaunal prey items

Adverse Effects to Water Quality

Elevated turbidity conditions in action area and the Pacific Ocean are a relatively frequent
occurrence. Water clarity can be affected naturally due to wave action on shallow mudflats and
coastal bluffs, storm runoff being delivered from local rivers (including the Eel River), and algae
blooms. Each disposal event is expected to generate turbidity for as long as 15 minutes, which may
displace or change the behaviors of species within the vicinity of the disposal event, disrupting the
quality of EFH while sediments settle to the bottom.



Adverse Effects to Prey

Disposal events may bury the infaunal or epi-benthic prey items for many managed species.
Typically, these areas are recolonized and return to their previous condition within a short time after
the disposal occurs. In some cases, repeated disposal events may affect the same area and cause even

further delays. The quantity and quality of EFH will be reduced while prey resources recover and
recolonize.

EFH Conservation Recommendations

NMFS determined that the following conservation recommendation is necessary to avoid the adverse
effects of the proposed action on EFH:

1 To compensate for the temporary reductions in the quality and quantity of EFH, NMFS
recommends that USEPA direct users of HOODS, including the expansion areas being
proposed, to maximize the amount of mounding, rather than distributing spoils evenly.
Many species, including SDPS green sturgeon, spend more time in areas of higher
seafloor complexity. Mounding spoils to the maximum allowed height is likely to provide
higher frequencies of usage by managed species, and may allow for a larger area to
remain undisturbed.

Within 30 days after receiving EFH recommendations, USEPA must provide NMFS with a detailed
written response (50 CFR 600.920(k)(1)). The number of conservation recommendations accepted
should be clearly identified in that response. If your response is inconsistent with the EFH
conservation recommendations, you must explain why the recommendations will not be followed,
including the scientific justification for any disagreements over the anticipated effects of the action
and the measures needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or offset such effects. The USEPA must
reinitiate EFH consultation with NMFS if the proposed action is substantially revised in a way that
may adversely affect EFH, or if new information becomes available that affects the basis for NMFS’
EFH determinations (50 CFR 600. 920(1)). This concludes the MSA portion of this consultation.

Please direct questions regarding this letter to Matt Goldsworthy at (707) 825-1621 or via email at
Matt.Goldsworthy@noaa.gov.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Jahn
South Coast Branch Chief

cc: Copy to ARN File # 151422WCR2019AR00260


mailto:Matt.Goldsworthy@noaa.gov
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From: Ross, Brian

Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 2:08 PM

To: Matt Goldsworthy - NOAA Federal <matt.goldsworthy@noaa.gov>; Jeffrey Jahn
<jeffrey.jahn@noaa.gov>

Cc: Allan Ota (ota.allan@epa.gov) <ota.allan@epa.gov>; John.R.Dingler@usace.army.mil;
Jennifer Siu <siu.jennifer@epa.gov>; Beach, Tessa E CIV USARMY CESPN (USA)
<Tessa.E.Bernhardt@usace.army.mil>; Ziegler, Sam <Ziegler.Sam@epa.gov>;
Peter.Mull@usace.army.mil

Subject: EPA consultation response - Expansion of HOODS Consultation (WCR0-2019-03626)

Hello Matt,

Please find attached EPA’s positive response to NMFS’s consultation No. WCR0O-2019-03626, re.
expansion of the HOODS ocean disposal site. This response was coordinated with the San Francisco
District USACE. The original is being mailed as well. Please feel free to contact me directly if there
are any questions.

Thank you again for your close coordination on this matter. We look forward to further coordination
as our rulemaking to expand HOODS proceeds over the coming months!

Brian D. Ross

Dredging & Sediment Management Team
US EPA Region 9 (WTR-2-4)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3475

Note: EPA cannot receive attachments larger than 20 MB.

(Attachment follows)

HOODS Expansion, Environmental Assessment and MPRSA Criteria Evaluation, Appendix B April 2020
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Coordination with potentially affected Tribes

As noted in Section 7.2, EPA sent scoping information in February and April, 2019 to 10
recognized Native American Tribes potentially affected by the proposed action. This
information included detailed project descriptions and a discussion of alternatives. EPA and
USACE also offered to meet separately with these tribes when the public scoping meetings
occurred in Eureka in August. No substantive comments were received during the scoping
phase. The ten tribes contacted include:

e Bear River Band, Rohnerville Rancheria
e Big Lagoon Rancheria

e Blue Lake Rancheria

e Cher-Ae Heights, Trinidad Rancheria

e Hoopa Valley Tribe

e Karuk Tribe

e Quartz Valley Reservation

¢ Resighini Rancheria

e Wiyot Tribe

This Appendix includes one example of each of the three letters sent to the 10 Tribes
between February 2019 and April 2020. But all of the (virtually identical) letters are not
reproduced here. Copies of all the Tribal consultation letters are available on request from
EPA Region 9.

HOODS Expansion, Environmental Assessment and MPRSA Criteria Evaluation, Appendix B April 2020



Example Tribal scoping letter, February 2019

From: Kirkpatrick, Catherine <kirkpatrick.catherine@epa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 3:16 PM

To: crystal.robinson@qvir-nsn.gov

Subject: RE: HOODS Expansion Proposal

Dear Crystal Robinson,

Please find attached a copy of a letter that has been mailed to Freida Bennett, Chairperson of Quartz
Valley Indian Reservation about EPA’s proposal to expand the existing Humboldt Open Ocean
Disposal Site (HOODS), which lies 3-4 miles offshore of Humboldt Bay. EPA is seeking any initial
comments Quartz Valley Indian Reservation may have, so that we may reflect them in the
Environmental Assessment we are currently preparing. We will initiate additional consultation with
Quartz Valley Indian Reservation this summer, in accordance with the EPA Policy on Consultation
and Coordination with Indian Tribes available at https://www.epa.gov/tribal/epa-policy-consultation-
and-coordination-indian-tribes..

Thank you in advance for any comments you may have on this matter. If you have any questions
please do not hesitate to contact Brian Ross of our Dredging & Sediment Management Team (415-
972-3475, ross.brian@epa.gov).

Catherine Kirkpatrick
USEPA Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

(Attachment follows)

HOODS Expansion, Environmental Assessment and MPRSA Criteria Evaluation, Appendix B April 2020
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December 2018

Project Description:
Summary of EPA’s Proposal to Expand the
Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS)

INTRODUCTION

The Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) was designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 1995, based on a full EIS, to provide an environmentally appropriate
location for disposal of clean (non-toxic) sediments dredged from Humboldt Bay area navigation
channels. The continued availability of an ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDYS) in the
vicinity of Humboldt Bay is necessary to maintain safe deep-draft navigation via authorized
federal channels and other permitted shipping facilities. The HOODS site has experienced
significant mounding, creating the possibility of potentially hazardous navigation conditions in the
future if the mounding worsens. Today, HOODS has limited remaining capacity to receive future
dredge material disposals. While the situation does not constitute an imminent hazard, EPA and
USACE have determined that expedited management action is required to prevent adverse
conditions from developing. If disposal capacity at HOODS is not expanded soon, the ability to
maintain Humboldt Bay navigation channels, and the commercial and recreational uses they
support, is at risk.

EPA is in the process of preparing an environmental assessment to support this expansion. A
preliminary evaluation has determined that expansion of the HOODS boundaries would continue
to meet all the criteria and factors set forth in the Ocean Dumping regulations published at Parts
228.5 and 228.6 of Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). These regulations were
promulgated in accordance with the criteria set out in Sections 102 and 103 of the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA). The EA currently under preparation
will describe compliance with these factors, as well as the National Historic Preservation Act, the
Coastal Zone Management Act, and the Endangered Species Act.

1. BACKGROUND

1.1 Location

Humboldt Harbor and Bay is located in Humboldt County on the coast of Northern California (Figure
1), approximately 225 nautical miles north of San Francisco and approximately 156 nautical miles
south of Coos Bay, Oregon. Humboldt Bay is the second largest coastal estuary in California. Itis the
only harbor between San Francisco and Coos Bay with channels large enough to permit the passage
of large ocean-going vessels.
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Humboldt Bay lies in a narrow coastal plain surrounded by rolling terraces, steep mountains, and
narrow valleys typical of the coastal ranges in the region. Much of the forested area consists of
coastal redwoods and Douglas fir. Eureka, the largest city on the north coast of California and the seat
of Humboldt County, and its neighbor, Arcata, are the two largest cities bordering the Bay. Eureka,
which is approximately five miles east of the entrance to the Bay, is accessible from the water by the
North Bay and Eureka channels. Arcata, which is approximately seven miles north of Eureka, was
once accessible from the Bay by the Arcata Channel; however, this channel is no longer in use.

Humboldt Bay is a naturally land-locked estuary composed of two large bays, the relatively shallow
South Bay to the south and the larger Arcata Bay to the north. The Bay extends north and south for a
distance of approximately 14 miles, covering 26.5 square miles at high tide and approximately 7.8
square miles at low tide. A long, narrow thalweg and a small bay, the Entrance Bay, connect South
and Arcata Bays, providing an outlet to the Pacific Ocean. Humboldt Bay is separated from the
Pacific Ocean by a sand spit that is incised by two large armored rubble-mound jetties the North
and South Jetties. These fabricated rubble-mound jetties, constructed by USACE, which are
approximately 2,000 feet apart, define the entrance channel to Humboldt Harbor, which requires
regular dredging to maintain safe navigation.

1.2 Humboldt Bay Navigation and Dredging History

Humboldt Bay has been dredged for navigation purposes for nearly 140 years (Table 1). USACE first
begandredging Humbold in 1881 to provide safe navigation within the bay.
The first attempt at stabilizing the Entrance Channel to Humboldt Bay commenced in 1889 when
USACE started constructing the North and South Jetties; they were completed in 1900. Since then,
there have been periodic changes to Humboldt Harbor and Bay to provide safe navigation for ocean-
going vessels of many sizes. Humboldt Bay is also a designated harbor of refuge with an important
U.S. Coast Guard presence.

Today the USACE conducts annual operation and maintenance (O&M) dredging activities of the
federal navigation channels in Humboldt Bay with disposal of the dredged material at HOODS
(Figurel s in the Bar
and Entrance Channels and in the Interior Channels (Table 2) any time between mid-March through
the end of September. Typically, a large hopper dredges (e.g., the Essayons) works sandy areas at and
near the entrance channel because smaller hopper dredges, and mechanical (clamshell) or
cutterhead/pipeline dredges cannot operate safely in the rough seas encountered in the Entrance
Channel. Smaller hopper dredges (e.g., the Yaquina) can safely work the Federal channels inside the
Bay, and mechanical or pipeline dredging can be conducted in the interior marinas and commercial
docks of Humboldt Bay.

During recent years, due to Federal budget limitations, USACE has focused on maintaining the Bar
and Entrance Channel where clean sand deposits build up quickly. Entrance channel dredging alone
has averaged approximately 1 million cubic yards (cy) each year, while interior channels and
marinas/docks are dredged less frequently and generally dredge a relatively small volume compared
the Bar and Entrance Channel (Figure 2, Table 3). However, USACE estimates that there is currently
a backlog of approximately 4.5 million cy of sediment that would need to be dredged to return all of
the Federal Channels to full authorized depth.

Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) Expansion Synopsis page 3



Table 1: General Chronology of Humboldt Harbor and Bay navigation improvements
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Table 2: Description of Humboldt Harbor Federal Navigation Channels

Figure 2: Humboldt Bay's federal navigation channels and the typical volume of sediment (cy)
dredged from each, on an annualized basis. Note that several additional facilities are
managed by other permittees (including the City of Eureka, the Humboldt Bay Harbor
District, the US Coast Guard, and various commercial docks) that are also dredged

periodically. But volumes dredged for those facilities are cumulatively much less than the
USACE dredging.
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1.3 Ocean Disposal at HOODS

Ocean dredged-material disposal sites around the nation are designated by EPA under the authority of
the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (U.S.C. 1401 et seq., 1972) and the Ocean
Dumping Regulations at 40 CFR 220-228. Disposal-site locations are chosen based on several general
and specific site selection factors (EPA 1995, and discussed further below), specifically to minimize
cumulative environmental effects of disposal to the area or region where the site is located. Disposal
operations must be conducted in a manner that allows each site to operate without significant adverse
impacts to the marine environment, and without significant conflicts with other uses of the ocean.

The HOODS location was first used as a disposal site in September 1990, under a temporary
designation by USACE pursuant to Section 103 of MPRSA.. In 1995, EPA Region IX released a final
Environmental Impact Statement entitled Designation of an Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site
off Humboldt Bay, California. The EPA's final rule on designating HOODS as a multi-user disposal
under Section 102 of MPRSA was published in the Federal Register on September 28, 1995 (60 Fed.
Reg. 50,108). The site designation became effective on October 30, 1995 for a period of 50 years.
Since then, approximately 25,000,000 yd® of dredged material have been placed there, the vast
majority of which has been clean sand from the Bar and Entrance Channel.
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The 1995 site designation EIS for HOODS identified a 50,000,000 cy capacity, and an estimated life
of 50 years for HOODS based on a presumed average disposal rate of 1,000,000 cy/year. The
50,000,000 cy capacity equated to a mound at the site whose top elevation would not exceed
approximately -130 feet mean lower low water (mllw). Mounding to much higher elevations
(meaning, that created water shallower than -130 feet) was predicted to have the potential to affect the
wave climate over the site during the largest winter storms. To avoid any such effect, and thereby
avoid creating any potential navigation safety concerns, EPA has strictly managed how disposal
occurs at HOODS. Under the HOODS Site Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP), a cell-based
management approach has been used to ensure that disposed material builds up (mounds) evenly at
the site and does not substantially spread outside thesite.

Individual disposal events (dump loads) are required to be
discharged into interior cells only, and subsequent dumps must move to different interior cells. No
cell can be used again until all allowable cells have been used. This method has ensured that
mounding proceeds evenly, as confirmed by annual bathymetry surveys conducted by USACE.
However, because the peripheral cells were used as a no-disposal buffer area, the

1.4 Mounding of Sand at HOODS

The USACE San Francisco District monitors bathymetric condition at HOODS typically twice each
year, before and after dredging and disposal. (Hydrographic surveys going back to at least 2009 are
available on the USACE web site at https://www.spn.usace.army.mil/Missions/Surveys-Studies-
Strategy/Hydro-Survey/Humboldt-Bay-Channel/). Over the years, several cells (especially near the
center of the site) began to reach the -130 foot target depth. As this occurred, EPA closed such cells
to further disposal. By 2014, the majority of the inner cells had reached, and in some cases somewhat
exceeded, the -130 foot target (Figure 4, Figure 5). In consequence, beginning in 2015 EPA
authorized ongoing disposal to occur only in deeper areas over the slopes of the disposal mound,
halfway into the buffer cells of the existing site (Figure 6). This adaptation was expected to allow
approximately 5 more years of additional disposal (at typical annual volumes), while still retaining
the vast majority of the sand within the site boundaries. (This approach is reasonable specifically
because the material being disposed by USACE is virtually all sand, which does not spread far from
the placement location, the way silts or clays could, before settling on the bottom.) GPS-based
monitoring of individual disposal events (a requirement of the SMMP for all projects using the
disposal site) confirmed that the dredging equipment used by USACE is capable of successfully
disposing of material with precision, in the new smaller cells (Figure 7).
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Figure 4. Shaded relief depiction of bathymetry at HOODS as of August 2014, showing mounding
to -130 feet or less over much of the site. Red box is the existing disposal site boundary.
Contours are in 5-foot intervals. Depths are shown in feet MLLW.

Figure 5. Map of HOODS disposal cells overlain on bathymetry from August 2014. Depths are in
feet MLLW.
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Figure 6. Open and closed disposal cells at HOODS starting in 2015, with disposal only allowed
over the north and west slopes of the mound including portions of eight Buffer Zone
cells on those sides. This increased short-term disposal capacity by 5.6 - 8 million cy,
enough for approximately 5 more years, or through 2020

Figure 7. Locations of actual disposal events at HOODS in 2015. All disposal actions occurred
successfully within the modified disposal cells, despite most of them being only ¥ the size
of previously-allowed disposal cells. Dots with lines show starting point and track of
individual disposal events.
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Bathymetric survey results from March 2018 led EPA to close additional portions of cells B2, C2, and
D2 to further disposal in 2018 (Figure 8). Based on this adaptive management approach, EPA
expects there to be adequate disposal capacity at HOODS through at least the year 2020.

Figure 8. Open and closed disposal cells at HOODS for 2018. Mounding from ongoing disposal
since 2015 has led to the closure of further portions of cells B2, C2, and D2. (Figure
shows cell boundaries overlain on 2014 bathymetry.)
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2. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

2.1 Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

The Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended (MPRSA), also known
as the Ocean Dumping Act, was passed in recognition of the fact that the disposal of material into
ocean waters could potentially result in unacceptable adverse environmental effects. Under Title |
of the MPRSA, the EPA and USACE were assigned responsibility for developing and

degrade or endanger human health, welfare, or amenities, or the marine environment, ecological

The EPA administers and enforces the overall program for ocean disposal. As required by Section
104(a)(3) of the MPRSA, ocean disposal of dredged material can occur only at a site that has been
designated to receive dredged material. Pursuant to Section 102(c), the EPA has the responsibility
for permanent site designation, while under Section 103 USACE can designate project-specific
disposal sites on a temporary basis if an EPA-designated disposal site is not available.

The MPRSA criteria (40 CFR, Part 228) states that site designations under Section 102(c)
must be based on environmental studies, and on historical knowledge of the impact of dredged
material disposal on similar areas. General criteria (40 CFR 228.5) and specific factors (40 CFR
228.6) that must be considered prior to site designation were addressed in the 1995 HOODS EIS,
and that evaluation was updated in 2008 and 2014 HOODS monitoring synthesis report (see
September 2016 final report, available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
09/documents/humboldt_open_ocean_disposal_site_hoods_2008-
2014_monitoring_synthesis_report.pdf).

Related federal statutes applicable to the ocean disposal site designation process include the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended; the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972 as amended; the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended; the Magnuson-Stevens
Fisheries Conservation and Management Act of 1976 as amended; and the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, as well as Executive Orders that may apply. Issues raised
as a result of consultations with Federal and State agencies and Tribes will be addressed in the EA
to be prepared.

Finally, an EPA-designated site requires a site management and monitoring plan (SMMP). Use of
the designated site is subject to any restrictions included in the SMMP, which is expected to be

reconsidered at least every 10 years. The original SMMP for HOODS was updated in 2006 after

EPA conducted preliminary monitoring of the site. A revised draft SMMP will be included in the
EA to be prepared.

2.2 Purpose of the Proposed Action

The primary purpose of the proposed action is to expand the boundaries of the existing HOODS
ocean disposal site in order to provide capacity for ongoing safe disposal of suitable dredged material
from Humboldt Harbor navigation channels and facilities. Ocean disposal currently remains
necessary for most navigation dredging projects in and around Humboldt Bay, due to a lack of
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available upland or beneficial reuse alternatives. Although various efforts are under way to create
upland placement and other reuse opportunities in the area, only extremely limited capacity is
presently available. Capacity for some degree of ocean disposal of suitable sediment will remain
important in the future, even if new reuse opportunities become available over time.

2.3 Need for the Proposed Action
The need for the Proposed Action of expanding the HOODS boundaries is that the existing site is

sand has occurred, resulting in a mound with an elevation (averaging approximately -130 feet mllw)
that the original EIS identified as the maximum desirable. Ongoing mounding substantially above
this elevation could begin to affect the action of waves in large storm events, potentially causing
navigation safety concerns for vessels transiting the area. At the same time, ongoing dredging of the
Humboldt Harbor navigation channels and related maritime facilities is necessary to ensure continued
safe navigation to and within Humboldt Bay itself. Such safe navigation is crucial to the maritime-
related commerce of the area. Therefore, reliable capacity to accommodate disposal or reuse of area
dredged material will continue to be critically needed, and HOODS as it is currently configured will
no longer be able to provide such capacity beginning in approximately 2020.

3. SITE EXPANSION OPTIONS

3.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred): Expansion by 1 nmi

Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, is to expand the existing HOODS boundary by 1 nmi to the north
(upcoast) and 1 nmi to the west (offshore) (Figure 9). Alternative 1 is the Preferred Alternative
because it would provide environmentally acceptable disposal capacity for many years, while also
affording the most operational flexibility for managing the dredged material in a manner that would
further minimize even physical impacts over time. This configuration would result in the total area of
the site increasing from 1 square nmi to 4 square nmi. The effective total capacity of the site would
increase from the original 25 million cy (see Section 1.3) to over 100 million cy (i.e., allowing for 75
million cy of additional disposal to occur), before mounding to -130 feet could again occur across the

e., if 1 million cy of entrance
channel sand per year were to continue being placed at HOODS indefinitely), the site would reach
capacity again in about 75 years. However, the effective life of the expanded site could be much
longer than 75 years if nearshore placement for beach or littoral system support were to begin at some
point for the clean dredged sand. In that event, disposal of fine sediment would continue in the
expanded HOODS footprint, but it could be managed in such a way that little or no additional long-
term mounding would occur at all. Supporting information will be provided in the EA.
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Figure 9. Proposed Action area, showing the current HOODS site, and the two boundary expansion
alternatives in relation to the Humboldt Harbor federal navigation channels. Alternative 1
(proposed action) would expand the existing boundaries by 1 nmi to the north and west,
while Alternative 2 would expand the boundaries by % nmi.
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3.2 Alternative 2: Expansion by 1/2 nmi

Alternative 2 is the expansion of the existing HOODS boundary by 1/2 nmi to the north (upcoast) and
1/2 nmi to the west (offshore) (Figure 9). This configuration would result in the total area of the site
increasing from 1 square nmi to 2.25 square nmi. The effective total capacity of the site would
increase from the original 25 million cy (see Section 1.3) to approximately 56 million cy (i.e.,
allowing for approximately 31 million cy of additional disposal to occur), before mounding to -130

(i.e., if 1 million cy per year of entrance channel sand were to continue being placed at HOODS
indefinitely), the site would reach capacity again in about 31 years. However, the effective life of the
expanded site could be much longer than 31 years if nearshore placement for beach or littoral system
support were to begin at some point for some or all of the clean dredged sand.

Like Alternative 1, even if nearshore placement were to divert some or all of the sand from disposal at
HOODS, fine sediment would continue to be disposed in the expanded HOODS footprint. However,
unlike Alternative 1, the space available to manage this ongoing disposal in such a way as to
minimize further mounding within the site boundaries would be reduced. Supporting information
will be provided in the EA to be prepared.

3.2.4 Elements Common to Alternatives 1 & 2

Sediment Quality.

In accordance with MPRSA and the Ocean Dumping Regulations (40 CFR 227), USACE can only

permit ocean disposal, and EPA will only concur in such disposal, when the dredged sediment is
Suitable for ocean disposal means that the sediment has no more than

to marine organisms, and that any chemical pollutants present would not bioaccumulate in the food
web to levels of ecological or human health concern. Clean sand dredged from high energy areas that
are removed from immediate sources of pollution can often be determined by EPA and USACE to be
suitable for ocean disposal without conducting extensive physical, chemical, and biological testing

each year. This is true of Humboldt Bay entrance channel sand.

However, other sediments (such as those along the Eureka waterfront and in other Humboldt Bay
marinas and docks) must be tested to support a suitability determination. In these cases, EPA and
USACE first approve a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) to ensure that the testing to be done is
representative of the sediment to be dredged. The representative sediment samples are characterized
physically and chemically, and a suite of seven bioassays is conducted for potential toxicity and
bioaccumulation.

Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) Expansion Synopsis page 15



(OTM) published jointly by EPA and USACE, available at https://www.epa.gov/ocean-
dumping/evaluation-dredged-material-proposed-ocean-disposal-green-book. Only sediments that
pass all of the bioassays can be considered for ocean disposal. Periodic monitoring of the various
ocean disposal sites managed by EPA Region 9 has consistently confirmed that pre-dredge testing
conducted in accordance with the OTM does adequately represent the sediment that is later dredged
and dumped. Such monitoring was recently completed for HOODS in 2014 and is described in the
synthesis report (https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
09/documents/humboldt_open_ocean_disposal_site_hoods 2008-

2014 _monitoring_synthesis_report.pdf). Only sediment determined by EPA and USACE to be
suitable for ocean disposal will be allowed for placement at HOODS in the future under either
Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.

Need for Ocean Disposal.
Designation of an ocean disposal site does not mean that any future project will be approved to use it,

The MPRSA and the Ocean Dumping Regulations (40
CFR 227.14) also direct that dredged sediment may only be permitted to be discharged at an ocean

A need for ocean disposal exists when EPA and

USACE find that there are no practicable alternative locations and methods of disposal or recycling
available for an individual dredging project. For dredged material, an important alternative to
consider is whether there are beneficial reuse options available that would be practicable to use

permitted or otherwise authorized may not be practicable.

The need for ocean disposal is made on a project-by-project basis. Thus, if reuse is not feasible for an
episodic dredging project in one year, it could be feasible in a future year if a reuse site becomes
available. Cost associated with taking dredged material to a beneficial reuse site is a legitimate factor
to consider, but cost need not be equal to or less than ocean disposal; a reuse site may be practicable if

227.16(b)).
Expansion of HOODS does not mean that reuse alternatives will cease to be evaluated for every
project. EPA and USACE will continue to approve ocean disposal at HOODS only for projects that
do not have a practicable alternative to ocean disposal available to them.
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Example updated Tribal scoping letter, April 2019

From: Ross, Brian

Sent: Monday, April 15,2019 11:56 AM

To: jsavage@trinidadrancheria.com

Cc: Ziegler, Sam <Ziegler.Sam@epa.gov>; Jennifer Siu <siu.jennifer@epa.gov>; Allan Ota
(ota.allan@epa.gov) <ota.allan@epa.gov>

Subject: Updated HOODS expansion proposal

Dear Jonas Savage,

In January 2019, EPA emailed information to you about our proposal to expand the existing
Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS), which lies 3-4 miles offshore of Humboldt Bay.
Today we are forwarding an updated Project Description that includes information about a proposed
Nearshore Sand Placement Site (NSPS). The NSPS could reduce the volume of dredged material
being disposed offshore at HOODS, while retaining clean sand in the nearshore zone to help buffer
against the effects of sea level rise and coastal erosion over time.

EPA continues to be interested in any initial comments the Cher-Ae Heights Indian Community of the
Trinidad Rancheria may have, so that we may reflect them in the Environmental Assessment we are
currently preparing. We will initiate additional consultation with B Cher-Ae Heights Indian
Community of the Trinidad Rancheria this summer, in accordance with the EPA Policy on
Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribes available at https://www.epa.gov/tribal/epa-policy-
consultation-and-coordination-indian-tribes.

Thank you in advance for any comments you may have on this matter. If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Brian D. Ross

Dredging & Sediment Management Team

US EPA Region 9 (WTR-2-4)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-972-3475

Note: EPA cannot receive attachments larger than 20 MB.

Attachment available at:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-
07 /documents/hoods_expansion_synopsis_6-27-19.pdf

HOODS Expansion, Environmental Assessment and MPRSA Criteria Evaluation, Appendix B April 2020


mailto:jsavage@trinidadrancheria.com
mailto:Ziegler.Sam@epa.gov
mailto:siu.jennifer@epa.gov
mailto:ota.allan@epa.gov
https://www.epa.gov/tribal/epa-policy-consultation-and-coordination-indian-tribes
https://www.epa.gov/tribal/epa-policy-consultation-and-coordination-indian-tribes
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-07/documents/hoods_expansion_synopsis_6-27-19.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-07/documents/hoods_expansion_synopsis_6-27-19.pdf

April 10, 2019

Project Description:
Proposal to Expand EPA’s
Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) and Identify a
Beneficial Nearshore Sand Placement Site (NSPS)

INTRODUCTION

The Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) was designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 1995, based on a full EIS, to provide an environmentally appropriate
location for disposal of clean (non-toxic) sediments dredged from Humboldt Bay area navigation
channels. The continued availability of an ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDS) in the
vicinity of Humboldt Bay is necessary to maintain safe deep-draft navigation via authorized
federal channels and other permitted shipping facilities. The HOODS site has experienced
significant mounding, creating the possibility of potentially hazardous navigation conditions in the
future if the mounding worsens. Today, HOODS has limited remaining capacity to receive future
dredge material disposals. While the situation does not constitute an imminent hazard, EPA and
USACE have determined that expedited management action is required to prevent adverse
conditions from developing. If disposal capacity at HOODS is not expanded soon, the ability to
maintain Humboldt Bay navigation channels, and the commercial and recreational uses they
support, is at risk.

EPA is in the process of preparing an environmental assessment to support this expansion. A
preliminary evaluation has determined that expansion of the HOODS boundaries would continue
to meet all the criteria and factors set forth in the Ocean Dumping regulations published at Parts
228.5 and 228.6 of Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). These regulations were
promulgated in accordance with the criteria set out in Sections 102 and 103 of the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA). The EA currently under preparation
will describe compliance with these factors, as well as the National Historic Preservation Act, the
Coastal Zone Management Act, and the Endangered Species Act.

1. BACKGROUND

1.1 Location

Humboldt Harbor and Bay is located in Humboldt County on the coast of Northern California (Figure
1), approximately 225 nautical miles north of San Francisco and approximately 156 nautical miles
south of Coos Bay, Oregon. Humboldt Bay is the second largest coastal estuary in California. It is the
only harbor between San Francisco and Coos Bay with channels large enough to permit the passage
of large ocean-going vessels.
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Figure 1: Humboldt Bay area, showing the location of the existing Humboldt Open Ocean Dispsal
Site (HOODS).
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Humboldt Bay lies in a narrow coastal plain surrounded by rolling terraces, steep mountains, and
narrow valleys typical of the coastal ranges in the region. Much of the forested area consists of
coastal redwoods and Douglas fir. Eureka, the largest city on the north coast of California and the seat
of Humboldt County, and its neighbor, Arcata, are the two largest cities bordering the Bay. Eureka,
which is approximately five miles east of the entrance to the Bay, is accessible from the water by the
North Bay and Eureka channels. Arcata, which is approximately seven miles north of Eureka, was
once accessible from the Bay by the Arcata Channel; however, this channel is no longer in use.

Humboldt Bay is a naturally land-locked estuary composed of two large bays, the relatively shallow
South Bay to the south and the larger Arcata Bay to the north. The Bay extends north and south for a
distance of approximately 14 miles, covering 26.5 square miles at high tide and approximately 7.8
square miles at low tide. A long, narrow thalweg and a small bay, the Entrance Bay, connect South
and Arcata Bays, providing an outlet to the Pacific Ocean. Humboldt Bay is separated from the
Pacific Ocean by a sand spit that is incised by two large armored rubble-mound jetties — the North
and South Jetties. These fabricated rubble-mound jetties, constructed by USACE, which are
approximately 2,000 feet apart, define the entrance channel to Humboldt Harbor, which requires
regular dredging to maintain safe navigation.

1.2 Humboldt Bay Navigation and Dredging History

Humboldt Bay has been dredged for navigation purposes for nearly 140 years (Table 1). USACE first
began dredging Humboldt Bay’s interior channels in 1881 to provide safe navigation within the bay.
The first attempt at stabilizing the Entrance Channel to Humboldt Bay commenced in 1889 when
USACE started constructing the North and South Jetties; they were completed in 1900. Since then,
there have been periodic changes to Humboldt Harbor and Bay to provide safe navigation for ocean-
going vessels of many sizes. Humboldt Bay is also a designated harbor of refuge with an important
U.S. Coast Guard presence.

Today the USACE conducts annual operation and maintenance (O&M) dredging activities of the
federal navigation channels in Humboldt Bay with disposal of the dredged material at HOODS
(Figure 1). Maintenance dredging to maintain Humboldt Bay’s navigation channels occurs in the Bar
and Entrance Channels and in the Interior Channels (Table 2) any time between mid-March through
the end of September. Typically, a large hopper dredges (e.g., the Essayons) works sandy areas at and
near the entrance channel because smaller hopper dredges, and mechanical (clamshell) or
cutterhead/pipeline dredges cannot operate safely in the rough seas encountered in the Entrance
Channel. Smaller hopper dredges (e.g., the Yaquina) can safely work the Federal channels inside the
Bay, and mechanical or pipeline dredging can be conducted in the interior marinas and commercial
docks of Humboldt Bay.

During recent years, due to Federal budget limitations, USACE has focused on maintaining the Bar
and Entrance Channel where clean sand deposits build up quickly. Entrance channel dredging alone
has averaged approximately 1 million cubic yards (cy) each year, while interior channels and
marinas/docks are dredged less frequently and generally dredge a relatively small volume compared
the Bar and Entrance Channel (Figure 2, Table 3). However, USACE estimates that there is currently
a backlog of approximately 4.5 million cy of sediment that would need to be dredged to return all of
the Federal Channels to full authorized depth.
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Table 1: General Chronology of Humboldt Harbor and Bay navigation improvements

DATE DESCRIPTION

1806 First recorded chart of Humboldt Bay (Bay of the Indians) by the Wiyot Indians.

1849 Humboldt Bay rediscovered and named Trinity Bay.

1850 Renamed Humboldt Bay.

1853 First marker buoys used for the Bay.

1856 Light tower construction completed on North Spit.

1871 Studies for navigation improvements begin.

1881 600 vessels per year using the Bay.

1881 Brush and plank jetties constructed but destroyed the following winter.

1881 First USACE project authorized, the Eureka Channel is dredged.

1881 Arcata, Samoa, and Hookton Channels dredged for the first time.

1883 First survey for a low water jetty on the South Spit

1884 South Jetty authorized.

1887 Training wall was shown on South Spit Jetty plans.

1888 Dual jetties authorized.

1889 South Jetty construction commences (brush and stone construction).

1891 North Jetty construction commences.

1894 North Jetty built out to Bend 420, South Jetty built out to Bend 230.

1896 Bar Channel deepened to 25 feet deep and 100 feet wide.

1900 Initial jetty construction completed: 8,000 feet long, 5 to 10 feet above MLLW.
1911- Jetties damaged, repaired, and raised from original elevation of 10 to 12 feet MLLW to a
1917 reconstructed height of 18 feet above MLLW.

1939 Dual rubble-mound jetties completed.

1939 Entrance Channel completed: 30 feet deep and 500 feet wide.

1939 Eureka, Samoa, Arcata, and Fields Landing Channels initial construction completed.
1954 Entrance Channel deepening completed to 40 feet.
Eureka and Samoa Channels deepening (30 feet) completed and North Bay Channel initial
construction completed.
1959 Engineering and design study; repair North and South Jetties.

1954

19122; Repair jetty damage of winter 1957-1958.
1964— I
1965 Extreme damage to jetties, 100-ton blocks washed away.
1966— . . .
1967 Repair and maintenance on North and South Jetties.
1969 Jetty repair study and model conducted by the USACE’ Engineering Research and Design

Center (ERDC) in Vicksburg, Mississippi.

1971 Humboldt Bay Bridge completed, connecting the North Spit with Eureka.
1971-

1973

1977 USACE names jetties a historical engineering landmark.

1995 EPA designates HOODS as a nhew permanent ODMDS
Bar and Entrance Channel deepened to 48 feet MLLW and segments of the interior channels
to —38 MLLW.

1999 Deepening of Samoa Turning Basin to 38 feet MLLW.

To date USACE places an average of ~1,000,000 cy/year of entrance channel sand at HOODS

Heads of both jetties completely destroyed, dolos placed on jetties.

1999
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Table 2: Description of Humboldt Harbor Federal Navigation Channels

Channels Authorized Width Length Typical Volume Sediment
Depth Annualized Type
(ft MLLW) (fo) (fo) (cy)
Bar and 48 500 - 1,600 8,500 1,100,000  Sand & gravel
Entrance
North Bay 38 400 18,500 100,000 Sand
Samoa + 38 400-1,000 8,100 + 1,000 20,000 Sand
Turning Basin
Eureka 35 400 9,700 25,000 Silt
Field's Landing 26 300-600 12,000 + 800 6,000 Sand & Silt

+ Turning Basin

Figure 2: Humboldt Bay's federal navigation channels and the typical volume of sediment (cy)
dredged from each, on an annualized basis. Note that several additional facilities are
managed by other permittees (including the City of Eureka, the Humboldt Bay Harbor
District, the US Coast Guard, and various commercial docks) that are also dredged

periodically. But volumes dredged for those facilities are cumulatively much less than the
USACE dredging.
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Table 3: Recent annual dredging volumes for the federal channels, in 1,000s of cy.

Year Large Hopper Small Hopper

Dredges! Dredges?

2007 1,123 173
2008 1,094 217
2009 955 108
2010 770 0
2011 1,199 155
2012 1,183 0
2013 573 102
2014 625 0
2015 715 0
2016 1,715 0
2017 1,047 0
Total 10,999 755
Average 1,000 69

le.g., Essayons
2e.g., Yaquina

1.3 Ocean Disposal at HOODS

Ocean dredged-material disposal sites around the nation are designated by EPA under the authority of
the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (U.S.C. 1401 et seq., 1972) and the Ocean
Dumping Regulations at 40 CFR 220-228. Disposal-site locations are chosen based on several general
and specific site selection factors (EPA 1995, and discussed further below), specifically to minimize
cumulative environmental effects of disposal to the area or region where the site is located. Disposal
operations must be conducted in a manner that allows each site to operate without significant adverse
impacts to the marine environment, and without significant conflicts with other uses of the ocean.

The HOODS location was first used as a disposal site in September 1990, under a temporary
designation by USACE pursuant to Section 103 of MPRSA. In 1995, EPA Region IX released a final
Environmental Impact Statement entitled Designation of an Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site
off Humboldt Bay, California. The EPA's final rule on designating HOODS as a multi-user disposal
under Section 102 of MPRSA was published in the Federal Register on September 28, 1995 (60 Fed.
Reg. 50,108). The site designation became effective on October 30, 1995 for a period of 50 years.
Since then, approximately 25,000,000 yd® of dredged material have been placed there, the vast
majority of which has been clean sand from the Bar and Entrance Channel.

HOODS is a square disposal site, covering one square nautical mile (nmi?) of the sea floor (Figure 1
and Figure 3) in water depths naturally ranging from approximately 150 to 180 feet. Its centroid is
located approximately 3.5 nmi offshore of the seaward end of the Entrance Channel into Humboldt
Bay. Table 4 lists the corner coordinates of the overall site.
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Figure 3: HOODS Detail. The site is divided into 4 quadrants and 36 individual cells. Initially,
dredged-material disposal was only allowed in the green interior cells, so that material
placed at the site would remain largely contained within the overall site boundaries. Over
time, a number of the green interior cells have beed closed in order to manage ongoing
mounding at the site.
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Table 4: HOODS existing corner coordinates (NAD 83).

Corner Latitude Longitude Centroid Lat. Centroid Long.
North 40°49' 03" N 124°17'22"W
144 10O L4 VvV

East 40°48' 24" N 40°48' 20" N 124°17'17"W
South 40°47'38"N 124°17'13"W
West 40°48'17"N 124°18'13"W

The 1995 site designation EIS for HOODS identified a 50,000,000 cy capacity, and an estimated life
of 50 years for HOODS based on a presumed average disposal rate of 1,000,000 cy/year. The
50,000,000 cy capacity equated to a mound at the site whose top elevation would not exceed
approximately -130 feet mean lower low water (mllw). Mounding to much higher elevations
(meaning, that created water shallower than -130 feet) was predicted to have the potential to affect the
wave climate over the site during the largest winter storms. To avoid any such effect, and thereby
avoid creating any potential navigation safety concerns, EPA has strictly managed how disposal
occurs at HOODS. Under the HOODS Site Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP), a cell-based
management approach has been used to ensure that disposed material builds up (mounds) evenly at
the site and does not substantially spread outside the site. Perimeter cells were used as a no-
disposal buffer zone to ensure that most dredged material would be deposited on the seafloor
within the overall site boundary. Individual disposal events (dump loads) are required to be
discharged into interior cells only, and subsequent dumps must move to different interior cells. No
cell can be used again until all allowable cells have been used. This method has ensured that
mounding proceeds evenly, as confirmed by annual bathymetry surveys conducted by USACE.
However, because the peripheral cells were used as a no-disposal buffer area, the effective site
capacity was reduced to approximately 25,000,000 cy and 25 years.

1.4 Mounding of Sand at HOODS

The USACE San Francisco District monitors bathymetric condition at HOODS typically twice each
year, before and after dredging and disposal. (Hydrographic surveys going back to at least 2009 are
available on the USACE web site at https://www.spn.usace.army.mil/Missions/Surveys-Studies-
Strategy/Hydro-Survey/Humboldt-Bay-Channel/). Over the years, several cells (especially near the
center of the site) began to reach the -130 foot target depth. As this occurred, EPA closed such cells
to further disposal. By 2014, the majority of the inner cells had reached, and in some cases somewhat
exceeded, the -130 foot target (Figure 4, Figure 5). In consequence, beginning in 2015 EPA
authorized ongoing disposal to occur only in deeper areas over the slopes of the disposal mound,
halfway into the buffer cells of the existing site (Figure 6). This adaptation was expected to allow
approximately 5 more years of additional disposal (at typical annual volumes), while still retaining
the vast majority of the sand within the site boundaries. (This approach is reasonable specifically
because the material being disposed by USACE is virtually all sand, which does not spread far from
the placement location, the way silts or clays could, before settling on the bottom.) GPS-based
monitoring of individual disposal events (a requirement of the SMMP for all projects using the
disposal site) confirmed that the dredging equipment used by USACE is capable of successfully
disposing of material with precision, in the new smaller cells (Figure 7).
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Figure 4. Shaded relief depiction of bathymetry at HOODS as of August 2014, showing mounding
to -130 feet or less over much of the site. Red box is the existing disposal site boundary.
Contours are in 5-foot intervals. Depths are shown in feet MLLW.

Figure 5. Map of HOODS disposal cells overlain on bathymetry from August 2014. Depths are in
feet MLLW.
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Figure 6. Open and closed disposal cells at HOODS starting in 2015, with disposal only allowed
over the north and west slopes of the mound including portions of eight Buffer Zone
cells on those sides. This increased short-term disposal capacity by 5.6 - 8 million cy,
enough for approximately 5 more years, or through 2020.

Figure 7. Locations of actual disposal events at HOODS in 2015. All disposal actions occurred
successfully within the modified disposal cells, despite most of them being only % the size
of previously-allowed disposal cells. Dots with lines show starting point and track of
individual disposal events.

Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) Expansion Synopsis page 10



Bathymetric survey results from March 2018 led EPA to close additional portions of cells B2, C2,and
D2 to further disposal in 2018 (Figure 8). Based on this adaptive management approach, EPA
expects there to be adequate disposal capacity at HOODS through at least the year 2020.

Figure 8. Open and closed disposal cells at HOODS for 2018 and 2019. Mounding from ongoing
disposal since 2015 has led to the closure of further portions of cells B2, C2, and D2.
(Figure shows cell boundaries overlain on 2014 bathymetry.)
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2. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

2.1 Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

The Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended (MPRSA), also known
as the Ocean Dumping Act, was passed in recognition of the fact that the disposal of material into
ocean waters could potentially result in unacceptable adverse environmental effects. Under Title |
of the MPRSA, the EPA and USACE were assigned responsibility for developing and
implementing regulatory programs to ensure that ocean disposal would not “... unreasonably
degrade or endanger human health, welfare, or amenities, or the marine environment, ecological
systems, or economic potentialities.”

The EPA administers and enforces the overall program for ocean disposal. As required by Section
104(a)(3) of the MPRSA, ocean disposal of dredged material can occur only at a site that has been
designated to receive dredged material. Pursuant to Section 102(c), the EPA has the responsibility
for permanent site designation, while under Section 103 USACE can designate project-specific
disposal sites on a temporary basis if an EPA-designated disposal site is not available.

The MPRSA criteria (40 CFR, Part 228) states that EPA’s site designations under Section 102(c)
must be based on environmental studies, and on historical knowledge of the impact of dredged
material disposal on similar areas. General criteria (40 CFR 228.5) and specific factors (40 CFR
228.6) that must be considered prior to site designation were addressed in the 1995 HOODS EIS.
That evaluation was updated based on monitoring conducted in 2008 and 2014, and documented in
EPA’s 2016 monitoring synthesis report®.

Related federal statutes applicable to the ocean disposal site designation process include the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended; the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972 as amended; the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended; the Magnuson-Stevens
Fisheries Conservation and Management Act of 1976 as amended; and the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, as well as Executive Orders that may apply. Issues raised
as a result of consultations with Federal and State agencies and Tribes will be addressed in the EA
to be prepared.

Finally, an EPA-designated site requires a site management and monitoring plan (SMMP). Use of
the designated site is subject to any restrictions included in the SMMP, which is expected to be
reconsidered at least every 10 years. The original SMMP for HOODS was updated in 2006 after
EPA conducted preliminary monitoring of the site. A revised draft SMMP will be included in the
EA to be prepared.

2.2 Purpose of the Proposed Action

HOODS Expansion: The primary purpose of the proposed action is to expand the boundaries of the
existing HOODS ocean disposal site in order to provide capacity for ongoing environmentally
acceptable disposal of suitable dredged material from Humboldt Harbor navigation channels and
other facilities. This would occur as a rulemaking action by EPA under the MPRSA.

Lhttps://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/humboldt_open_ocean_disposal_site_hoods_2008-
2014 _monitoring_synthesis_report.pdf).
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Ocean disposal currently remains necessary for most navigation dredging projects in and around
Humboldt Bay, due to a lack of available upland or beneficial reuse alternatives. Although various
efforts are under way to create upland placement and reuse opportunities in the area, only extremely
limited capacity is presently available. Capacity for some degree of ocean disposal of suitable
sediment will remain important in the future, even if new reuse opportunities become available over
time. Figure 9 shows the location of the existing HOODS and the alternative expansion footprints
under consideration.

Identification of a Potential Nearshore Reuse Site as an Alternative to HOODS Disposal: As
noted, the vast majority of the sediment volume dredged each year from Humboldt Bay is clean
entrance channel sand removed by USACE (or USACE-contracted) hopper dredges. These vessels
are typically available to work the Humboldt Federal channels for only a prescribed number of days
each year, and their ability to place material at confined or upland sites is extremely limited at present
(e.g., the USACE hopper dredge Essayons is not equipped for pump-out of sediment from the hopper,
and can only bottom-dump).

Therefore, in parallel to the proposed action, EPA also proposes to describe a Nearshore Sand
Placement Site (NSPS) that represents a potential long-term alternative to HOODS for placement of
clean sand dredged by USACE. The NSPS is a rectangle approximately 0.65 nmi (1.2 km) wide by 3
nmi (5.6 km) long (north to south) in water depths from approximately 30 — 80 feet, beginning
approximately 0.4 nmi (0.75 km) offshore (Figure 9). Placement of some or all of the entrance
channel sand in this nearshore area would constitute beneficial placement, rather than waste disposal,
in that it would return sand to the littoral system north of the Humboldt Bay entrance thus helping to
limit or buffer against shoreline erosion there. (In contrast, sand disposed at HOODS is effectively
removed from the littoral system and does nothing to support shoreline resiliency. In fact, it is a large
net remover of sand from the littoral system, potentially adding to local shoreline erosion effects over
time, particularly as sea level rise accelerates in the future.) Placement of sand at the NSPS would
also reduce ongoing mounding concerns at HOODS, prolong the useful life of the expanded ocean
disposal site, and allow a smaller offshore disposal “footprint” to be used over time. Possible future
establishment of the NSPS as a long-term placement site would occur separately as a joint EPA-
USACE action under the CWA (specifically, under the 404(b)(1) regulations at 40 CFR Part 230.80).

2.3 Need for the Proposed Action

The need for the Proposed Action of expanding the HOODS boundaries is that the existing site is
effectively “full”. Since the site was designated in 1995, disposal of approximately 25,000,000 cy of
sand has occurred, resulting in a mound with an elevation averaging approximately -130 feet mllw.
The original EIS identified as this as the maximum desirable mound elevation. Ongoing mounding
substantially above this elevation could begin to affect the action of waves in large storm events,
potentially causing navigation safety concerns for vessels transiting the area. At the same time,
ongoing dredging of the Humboldt Harbor navigation channels and related maritime facilities is
necessary to ensure continued safe navigation to and within Humboldt Bay itself. Such safe
navigation is crucial to the maritime-related commerce of the area. Therefore, reliable capacity to
accommodate disposal or reuse of area dredged material will continue to be critically needed, and
HOODS as it is currently configured will no longer be able to provide such capacity beginning in
approximately 2020.
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Figure 9. Proposed Action area, showing the current HOODS site, and the two boundary expansion
alternatives in relation to Humboldt Bay, the City of Eureka, and the Samoa State Marine
Conservation Area. Alternative 1 (proposed action) would expand the existing boundaries
by 1 nmi to the north and to the west, while Alternative 2 would expand the boundaries by

% nmi to the north and west. Also shown is the location of the Nearshore Sand Placement
Site (NSPS).
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3. HOODS EXPANSION OPTIONS
3.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred): Expansion by 1 nmi

Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, is to expand the existing HOODS boundary by 1 nmi to the north
(upcoast) and 1 nmi to the west (offshore) (Figure 9). Alternative 1 is the Preferred Alternative
because it would provide environmentally acceptable disposal capacity for many years, while also
affording the most operational flexibility for managing the dredged material in a manner that would
further minimize even physical impacts over time. This configuration would result in the total area of
the site increasing from 1 square nmi to 4 square nmi. The effective total capacity of the site would
increase from the original 25 million cy (see Section 1.3) to over 100 million cy (i.e., allowing for 75
million cy of additional disposal to occur), before mounding to -130 feet could again occur across the
entire site. If today’s disposal practices were to continue unchanged (i.e., if 1 million cy of entrance
channel sand per year were to continue being placed at HOODS indefinitely), the site would reach
capacity again in about 75 years. However, the effective life of the expanded site could be much
longer than 75 years if nearshore placement for beach or littoral system support were to begin at some
point for the clean dredged sand. In that event, disposal of fine sediment would continue in the
expanded HOODS footprint, but it could be managed in such a way that little or no additional long-
term mounding would occur at all. Supporting information, including evaluation of the No Action
alternative, will be provided in the EA.

Table 5: HOODS Alternative 1 corner coordinates (NAD 83).

Corner Latitude Longitude Centroid Lat. Centroid Long.
North 40°50'33"N 124°18'00"W
144 10 40 Vv

East 40°49'27"N 40°49'05" N 124°17'35"W
South 40°47'38"N 124°17"13"W
West 40°48'47"N 124°19'31"W

3.2 Alternative 2: Expansion by 1/2 nmi

Alternative 2 is the expansion of the existing HOODS boundary by 1/2 nmi to the north (upcoast) and
1/2 nmi to the west (offshore) (Figure 9). This configuration would result in the total area of the site
increasing from 1 square nmi to 2.25 square nmi. The effective total capacity of the site would
increase from the original 25 million cy (see Section 1.3) to approximately 56 million cy (i.e.,
allowing for approximately 31 million cy of additional disposal to occur), before mounding to -130
feet could again occur across the entire site. If today’s disposal practices were to continue unchanged
(i.e., if 1 million cy per year of entrance channel sand were to continue being placed at HOODS
indefinitely), the site would reach capacity again in about 31 years. However, the effective life of the
expanded site could be much longer than 31 years if nearshore placement for beach or littoral system
support were to begin at some point for some or all of the clean dredged sand.

Like Alternative 1, even if nearshore placement were to divert some or all of the sand from disposal at
HOODS, fine sediment would continue to be disposed in the expanded HOODS footprint. However,
unlike Alternative 1, the space available to manage this ongoing disposal in such a way as to
minimize further mounding within the site boundaries would be reduced. Supporting information
will be provided in the EA to be prepared.
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Table 6: HOODS Alternative 2 corner coordinates (NAD 83).

Corner Latitude Longitude Centroid Lat. Centroid Long.
North 40°49'58" N 124°17'54" W
144 10 “44 Vv

East 40°49'26"N 40°48'46" N 124°17'27"W
South 40°47'38"N 124°17'13"W
West 40°48'30" N 124°18'57"W

3.3 Elements Common to Alternatives 1 & 2

Sediment Quality.

In accordance with MPRSA and the Ocean Dumping Regulations (40 CFR 227), USACE can only
permit ocean disposal, and EPA will only concur in such disposal, when the dredged sediment is
“suitable” for ocean disposal. Suitable for ocean disposal means that the sediment has no more than
“trace” levels of chemical pollutants, as determined by bioassays showing that it is not directly toxic
to marine organisms, and that any chemical pollutants present would not bioaccumulate in the food
web to levels of ecological or human health concern. Clean sand dredged from high energy areas that
are removed from immediate sources of pollution can often be determined by EPA and USACE to be
suitable for ocean disposal without conducting extensive physical, chemical, and biological testing
each year. This is true of Humboldt Bay entrance channel sand.

However, other sediments (such as those along the Eureka waterfront and in other Humboldt Bay
marinas and docks) must be tested to support a suitability determination. In these cases, EPA and
USACE first approve a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) to ensure that the testing to be done is
representative of the sediment to be dredged. The representative sediment samples are characterized
physically and chemically, and a suite of seven bioassays is conducted for potential toxicity and
bioaccumulation.

Sediment testing requirements for ocean disposal are detailed in the national “Ocean Testing Manual”
(OTM) published jointly by EPA and USACE?. Only sediments that pass all of the bioassays can be
considered for ocean disposal. Periodic monitoring of the various ocean disposal sites managed by
EPA Region 9 has consistently confirmed that pre-dredge testing conducted in accordance with the
OTM does adequately represent the sediment that is later dredged and dumped. Such monitoring was
recently completed for HOODS in 2014 and is described in the synthesis report®. Only sediment
determined by EPA and USACE to be suitable for ocean disposal will be allowed for placement at
HOQODS in the future under either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. (In addition, only clean sand would
be allowed for placement at the NSPS in the future.)

Need for Ocean Disposal.

Designation of an ocean disposal site does not mean that any future project will be approved to use it,
even if the project’s sediment is “suitable.” The MPRSA and the Ocean Dumping Regulations (40
CFR 227.14) also direct that dredged sediment may only be permitted to be discharged at an ocean
disposal site if there is a “need for ocean disposal.” A need for ocean disposal exists when EPA and

Z https://www.epa.gov/ocean-dumping/evaluation-dredged-material-proposed-ocean-disposal-green-book

3 https://www.epa.govi/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/humboldt_open_ocean_disposal_site_hoods_2008-
2014 _monitoring_synthesis_report.pdf

Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) Expansion Synopsis page 16


https://www.epa.gov/ocean-dumping/evaluation-dredged-material-proposed-ocean-disposal-green-book
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/humboldt_open_ocean_disposal_site_hoods_2008-2014_monitoring_synthesis_report.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/humboldt_open_ocean_disposal_site_hoods_2008-2014_monitoring_synthesis_report.pdf

USACE find that there are no practicable alternative locations and methods of disposal or recycling
available for an individual dredging project. For dredged material, an important alternative to
consider is whether there are beneficial placement or reuse options available that would be practicable
to use given the project’s location, timing, and logistics. A site for beneficial placement that is not
already permitted or otherwise authorized may not be practicable.

The need for ocean disposal is determined on a project-by-project basis. Thus, if beneficial
placement is not feasible for an episodic dredging project in one year, it could be feasible in a future
year if a reuse site becomes available. Cost associated with taking dredged material to a beneficial
use placement site is a legitimate factor to consider, but cost need not be equal to or less than ocean
disposal; an alternative site may be practicable if it is available at a “reasonable incremental cost”
compared to ocean disposal (40 CFR 227.16(b)). Expansion of HOODS does not mean that
alternatives will cease to be evaluated for every project. EPA and USACE will continue to approve
ocean disposal at HOODS only for projects that do not have a practicable alternative to ocean
disposal available to them.

Nearshore Sand Placement Site (NSPS).

While monitoring at HOODS has confirmed that there have been no direct adverse impacts from
offshore disposal, neither does offshore disposal provide any direct environmental benefits. An
obvious potential alternative to ocean disposal of clean sand at HOODS would be its placement at a
shallower nearshore site for the purpose of littoral system support or beach nourishment.* Shallow
water placement of clean sand happens at many locations in California, elsewhere on the west coast,
and nationwide. Such placement can help buffer against coastal erosion and the effects of sea level
rise.

However, to be practicable for USACE to use with its currently available equipment, such a site must
be in water deep enough for USACE’s bottom-dump dredge vessels to operate safely. At the same
time, to successfully reintroduce sand into the littoral transport system that supports the shoreline and
beach, such a site must be shallower than the “depth of closure” (the depth below which normal
seasonal wave action can naturally move the sand toward shore). For the Humboldt Bay area these
competing considerations mean that a nearshore sand reuse site should be in water depths no greater
than approximately 75 feet, and no shallower than approximately 35 feet. Sand placed within this
depth range should not result in adverse or permanent mounding, as has occurred at HOODS, because
seasonal wave and current action would be able to move the sand within the littoral system.

When HOODS was originally designated in 1995, the San Francisco District of the USACE
established the Humboldt Shoreline Monitoring Program (HSMP). The HSMP was established based
on California Coastal Commission (CCC) concerns that the placement of large volumes of sand in the
relatively deep waters of HOODS could disrupt the supply of sand which would typically support
local beaches. As a result, the objective of the HSMP are to (1) monitor the surrounding shoreline for
excessive shoreline retreat, (2) determine the cause of any excessive shoreline retreat that is observed,
and (3) recommend corrective action should sediment disposal at HOODS be the cause. Under the
HSMP periodic shoreline monitoring has occurred several times, most recently in 2016. Associated
with that ongoing work, a version of the proposed NSPS was identified as a possibly appropriate

4 Sand placed at HOODS is in water too deep, and too far offshore, for normal seasonal transport processes to move it
back into the littoral transport system. Placing sand at HOODS therefore removes it from the littoral system andis
considered “disposal”, as opposed to “beneficial placement” that reintroduces the sand back into the littoral system.
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location by USACE in its “Five-Year Programmatic Environmental Assessment, 404(b)(1) Analysis,
and FONSI, Humboldt Harbor and Bay Operations and Maintenance Dredging (FY 2012 — FY
2016)” (USACE 2012). USACE did not pursue nearshore placement at that time, noting the need to
conduct and monitor demonstration placements at the site before proposing whether the site should be
formally identified for ongoing use.

The EA under preparation will draw from and update the information in the 2012 USACE EA. For
example, the dimensions of the NSPS have been substantially reduced from the 2012 USACE
recommendation in order to avoid any overlap or conflict with the recently established Samoa State
Marine Conservation Area to the north (see Figure 9). The upcoming EA will not formally designate
the NSPS but will provide documentation pursuant to NEPA and other applicable Acts that USACE
may use as a basis for proposing to conduct sand placement demonstration operations there. If the site
Is subsequently shown (via monitored demonstration placements) to have no significant adverse
environmental impacts, EPA and USACE could propose to formally designate it for ongoing use.
Any such designation would involve a separate Clean Water Act noticing and public comment
process (under 40 CFR 230.80). Any long-term use of the NSPS would be managed in concert with
either HOODS expansion Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. In either case, nearshore beneficial
placement of clean sand would directly extend the operational life of HOODS by reducing the amount
of sand disposal (and therefore mounding) occurring there.

Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) Expansion Synopsis page 18



HOODS Expansion, Environmental Assessment and MPRSA Criteria Evaluation, Appendix B April 2020



	July 22, 2019 
	August 5, 2019 
	August 6, 2019 
	August 8, 2019 
	December 4, 2019 
	December 4, 2019
	EPA Analysis for ESA Consultation: Proposed Expansion of the Humboldt Open Ocean Disposal Site (HOODS) November 2019  

	December 5, 2019
	November 2019
	November 13, 2019
	November 2019
	December 12, 2019
	December 20, 2019
	January 16, 2020
	January 21, 2020
	January 28, 2019



